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Hi all, 

The meeting this morning was very nice and helpful. This will be good learning for all of us. 

Casey has nicely and succinctly laid out the activity. I did have some comments, and it seemed
 easiest to embed them in the document with tracking on. Please see that (attached.) 

Best wishes,

Nayak

x-msg://6/nayak@mwlight.com
x-msg://6/cmcc461@ECY.WA.GOV
x-msg://6/Kissinger.Lon@epamail.epa.gov
x-msg://6/mhan461@ECY.WA.GOV
x-msg://6/colives@u.washington.edu

Casey, sorry to barge into your document, but this seemed the best way to communicate some comments.—Nayak  8-2-12





Proposal for Statistical Review of Fish Consumption Technical Report 



Casey Olives

August 2nd, 2012



The goal of this work is to provide an outside technical review of the document “Statistical Analysis of National and Washington State Fish Consumption Data” by Nayak L. Polissar, Moni Neradilek, Aleksandr Y. Aravkin, Patrick Danaher, and John Kalat (July 2, 2012 draft). 



During our August 2nd meeting, at EPA-Region 10 in downtown Seattle, Craig McCormack, Nayak Polissar, and Lon Kissinger identified the following areas as being in need of focused review:



1) Appropriateness of the NCI method for national data application and potential areas for improvement. ******** I believe that it will be helpful if you also consider what gain this method has over a method based on a de facto definition of a consumer, namely, one who consumed fish on one or more of the two days monitored in NHANES. The de facto method (or “literal” method) was used in the Exposure Factors Handbook (EFH), Chapter 10; see especially Tables 10-8, 10-10 and 10-12 of that chapter. 

2) Adequacy and appropriateness assumptions made by Polissar et al with regard to the application of the NCI method to the NHANES data for estimation of fish consumption rates.

3) Use of aggregated data in place of individual data to estimate tribal fish consumption rates. ******** The aggregation is not as much of an issue as the use of various assumptions underlying transformations.  E.g., we transform: 

published statistics (such as percentiles) expressed in g/kg-day consumption by the Squaxin Island Tribe of shellfish obtained from all sources 

to: 

statistics expressed as g/day of shellfish obtained by harvest from Puget Sound.  ******



The final deliverable of this review will take the form of a written report that addressing in detail each of the above topics.



Tasks and Anticipated Time



In the following table, find the break down of specific tasks for this review, along with anticipated time for each task.



		Task

		Description

		Time



		Background reading/literature review

		Background reading/literature review is required to provide the necessary background on techniques for estimating the usual intake of episodically consumed foods. 

		8 hrs



		In depth Reading of PollisarPolissar et al report

		[bookmark: _GoBack]Initial in depth reading of the Polissar et al report followed by specific review of Methods section

		8 hrs



		Draft Report

		Generation of first draft of report/review of statistical methods

		16 hrs



		Follow-up edits of technical review

		Initial draft of technical review is subject to edits by interested parties.

		8 hrs 



		

		

		40 hrs







****** If the time above includes the meeting(s) that will happen, it seems fine. If meetings are not included, I would suggest adding in 2-4 hours for those. In particular, after you have done your review, the meeting to go over your findings will be very valuable for all of us and will probably not be short. *********

Cost



The hourly rate for this statistical review is $30/hr, with an estimated cost for the total review of 40 hrs x $30 = $1200.
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On Aug 2, 2012, at 12:45 PM, McCormack, Craig (ECY) wrote:

Lon/Nayak/Martha:
 
Casey has already placed pen to paper-fingers to keyboard - to provide us with a cost estimate and identified broad technical areas for a focused review of Polissar et al.
Since Casey’s review will have utility for state and federal regulatory programs I am forwarding to you (Lon) his areas of focus and the budget.  The budget is $1200-this seems to be a bit of an underestimate for 40 hours (one week) worth of work but I am not complaining.  I believe the three technical areas that Casey summarized correspond to our conversation this morning.  Note that Casey provided three very broad technical areas – if you (Lon, Nayak, Martha) think there needs to be better definition then please be specific about what you think is required for his review.  I think broad is better to leave some flexibility for any future discussions we may have regarding Casey’s review.
 
Thank you Casey!! Regards, Craig
 








Nayak L Polissar, PhD
The Mountain-Whisper-Light Statistics
1827 23rd Ave. East
Seattle, WA 98112
Tel. 206-329-9325
Fax 206-324-5915
nayak@mwlight.com
polissar@u.washington.edu (for university affairs only) 













